Concordia University 
Faculty of Fine Arts Council 
Minutes of the Meeting of November 14, 1997 
Present: C. Jackson (Chair), J. Acland, K. Adams, R. Anweiler, D. Bisson, T. Clark, M.’ 
Corwin, P. Cousineau, A. Fairchild, G. Garvey, G. Gibbons, K. Griffin, R. 
Hale, L. Hughes, B. Layne, L. Lerner, B. MacKenzie, E. Mongerson, S. Panet- 
Raymond, L. Peterson, P. Rist 
Absent with apologies: 
B. Foss, H. Johnson, K. Perry 


Guests: E. Abitol , R. Allison, A. Capelluto, J.-P. Duchesne, W. Krol 


1. Approval of the Agenda 


G. Gibbons requested a few minutes on the agenda to discuss Centraide. The agenda was then 
approved. 


2s Approval of the Minutes of the Meetings of October 10, 1997 and October 
27, 1997 


MOTION: (Gibbons, Cousineau) 

“that the minutes of the meetings of October 10, 1997 and October 27, 1997 be approved.” 
CARRIED 

2 Business Arising from the Minutes 

There was no business arising from the minutes. 

4. Chair’s Remarks 

The Chair made the following remarks: 

° The Capital Campaign had been officially launched on October 29th at a very well 
organized event at the Loyola Concert Hall. During the launch, Mr. Mel Hoppenheim 


announced his donation of $1 million to establish a School of Cinema. 


° The Dean congratulated Irene Whittome of the Department of Studio Arts who has been 
awarded the Prix du Québec (Paul-Emile Borduas). 


5s Question Period 


There were no questions from the floor. 


6. The Mel Hoppenheim School of Cinema (FFAC-97-11-27-D1) 


After distributing the proposed motion, the Dean described the approval process for re-naming the 
Department of Cinema as the Mel Hoppenheim School of Cinema which will require approval from 
Fine Arts Faculty Council, Senate and ultimately the Board of Governors. He further explained 
that the purpose of the motion was a simple re-naming. No other changes to the department’s 
programmes or structures were contemplated or implied. 


MOTION: (Rist, Panet-Raymond) 


WHEREAS the Department of Cinema wishes to enhance its research and teaching and 
ensure its future growth and development, and has received a donation for these purposes 
from Mr. Mel Hoppenheim; 


BE IT RESOLVED: 


THAT Fine Arts Faculty Council recommends to Senate that the Department of Cinema be 
re-named the Mel Hoppenheim School of Cinema in honour of its benefactor, and that this 
name change take effect upon final approval by Concordia University’s Board of 
Governors. 


He then asked Peter Rist, Chair of the Department of Cinema, to provide background to Council 
on Mr. Hoppenheim and his relationship to the Department. 


P. Rist began by stating that Mr. Hoppenheim is the “best friend” of the Cinema Department. For 
many years, he has been involved with the Year End Screening and has given an award to the best 
film production student. As head of Panavision, a film equipment rental company, and now Cité 
du Cinema, a studio and equipment rental company, he has continuously supported the 
department. The Department of Cinema unanimously supported the motion to re-name the 
department as the Mel Hoppenheim School of Cinema. They are very happy with having been 
given this support - though at the same time somewhat unsure as to what it means. 


The floor was then opened to discussion. 


G. Garvey asked about the administrative implications of such a change. Dean Jackson again 
stated that there were none - as it is essentially a re-naming of the department and nothing further. 


B. Layne asked about the history of the benefactor and whether the University had policies and 
procedures in place with which to assess such requests. In response, Dean Jackson noted that this 
was the first time that any academic unit in the University had been so named. Though the 
Department of Psychology has received approval to create a School, no benefactor has yet been 
found. Thus, there are not clear guidelines in place, and the department and the Faculty are 
embarking upon something quite new. 

In thinking about the approval process, R. Hale commented that it may be helpful to provide 
Senate with a good rationale for the creation of a School, if indeed there is one. The closest model 
might be that of the School of Building Studies, which though a School, is unnamed. If the 
creation of the School is really not an academic matter that will significantly change present 
practices, and if the main reason for the name change is the benefactor, she suggested that this also 


be explicitly stated. She also suggested that a biography of the candidate accompany the motion 
when it is sent to Senate. 


S. Panet-Raymond asked whether the intended change would benefit all three areas of the 
department - i.e. film studies, film production and film animation. Again, Dean Jackson assured 
Council that it was simply a question of nomenclature and that beyond the re-naming, no other 
changes were implied. 


B. Layne asked whether the donation was contingent upon the name change. Dean Jackson 
confirmed that this was the case. 


Dean Jackson added that Mr. Hoppenheim had made a forceful and passionate presentation at the 
Capital Campaign launch in which he lauded the department’s accomplishments and pledged not 

only his own donation of $1 million, but also offered to work toward obtaining more donations, 

from other members of the film industry. 


R. Allison asked what differences there were between a “department” and a “School”. The Dean 
responded that there were no administrative differences. 


P. Rist continued by stating that in the United States, Schools of Cinema tend to specialize in film 
production. In our Cinema Department, there had been some nervousness among the film studies 
people over this perception. Again, he emphasized that the Mel Hoppenheim School of Cinema is 
a complete school which will continue to offer all of the department’s present programmes - film 
studies, film animation and film production. 


S. Panet-Raymond asked whether there were curricular implications. Dean Jackson confirmed 
there were not. 


The Dean then commented that this naming was an important issue, and one that was quite new to 
the University. It is important that our departments, when involved, take control of the situation 
and dictate the terms of reference. Since the present Capital Campaign has a generous focus on 
this Faculty, it is likely that we will be asked to consider more requests of this nature. It is very 
important to have these discussions at Council and to set the tone. 


R. Hale asked about the precedence of the official names - i.e. whether the name Concordia 
University or the Mel Hoppenheim School of Cinema would receive equal or predominant 
exposure in future marketing venues and/or publications. She also wondered whether there was a 
written legal agreement on both the part of the donor, and the University, covering all kinds of 
future eventualities. 


G. Gibbons noted that several other Canadian universities have named Schools (e.g. University of 
Toronto, McGill, York). 


B. Layne wondered whether there was a type of “price list” for potential donors. Several other 
members commented on the need to develop clear guidelines for both the donor and the University 
regarding these types of donations. 


Having never had such a situation before, P. Rist noted that it was difficult to establish what was 
appropriate. However, the department was very confident about the benefactor, given his long 
term relationship with the Faculty, and his ongoing leadership. He added that Mr. Hoppenheim 
had attended night school at SGW, and seems to have a strong commitment to this institution 


stemming from that experience. 


While the present donor is an individual, R. Anweiler asked what policy, if any, existed to handle 
donations and potential namings from corporations. 


G. Gibbons responded that the largest number of contributors to the Capital Campaign are 
individuals, and that most naming opportunities are requested by individual rather than corporate 
donors. In the U.S., it is more common to have corporations involved. He noted that Council’s 
approval is needed for any such changes, which ensures Council’s control over these situations, 
both present and future. 


As there was no further discussion, the motion was then called and CARRIED. 
1; Undergraduate Curriculum Report #52 
Associate Dean L. Hughes introduced the item and proposed the following motion : 
MOTION: (Hughes, Gibbons) 

“that Undergraduate Curriuculum Report #52 be approved.” 


This report contains revisions to all undergraduate programmes in the Department of Theatre. 
The department has struggled for several years to produce the revisions, which are now ready for 
Council’s review. She congratulated the department on its exemplary team work in preparing the 
document, which is coherent and well thought out. She then summarized the revisions. 


In general, all programmes have been re-structured from the “bottom up” and as a result made 
more accessible to students in different programmes, both inside and outside the Theatre 
Department. 


The Major and the three Specializations have been re-done. The Joint Specialization in 
Playwrighting, which has been dropped by the English Department, has been taken over by the 
Theatre Department. The number of required credits in each Major and Specialization has been 
reduced. 


A 30 credit core will be shared by all programmes. Upon completion of the first year of the core, 
all theatre students will have the pre-requisites for entry into second year studio courses offered by 
the department. 


7. 


The number of required Production credits has been reduced to 3 credits of the core. Advanced 
courses will be offered, however, they are optional and not required. In order to enter the 
advanced PROD courses, students must have first completed their elective courses. This should 
also improve the graduation rate, as there has been a tendency for students to focus on production 
courses and then leave the programme without completing degree requirements. Student Initiated 
Production Assignments (SIPA) which are similar to independent studies and low in cost, have 
also been introduced. 


The floor was then opened for discussion. 


B. Layne questioned whether the deletion of courses at the advanced (i.e. 400 level) would affect 
the ability of students to apply for graduate studies. In response, E. Mongerson stated that this 


should not be a problem, as sufficient advanced level course work is still offered in the 
programmes and, in addition, entry to most graduate programmes is via audition and/or portfolio 
review. 


S. Panet-Raymond questioned how the department would ensure that all students had the 
equivalent of 400-level work prior to graduation, noting that under the proposed curriculum 
students could graduate with “theatre electives” at unspecified levels. 


E. Mongerson stated that though this may appear to be a possibility, in fact, through scheduling of 
courses and monitoring of enrolments, it will be impossible for students not to follow an advanced 
level course prior to graduation. The advising process is also critical in ensuring that students 
include advanced level work in their degree. By not making it obligatory, the department retains 
some flexibility in terms of scheduling. 


Ironically, in the recent department appraisal process, external appraisers had noted that the theatre 
department graduates tend to be very well educated, and that if anything, the department was 
offering too many courses at a level that could be more closely associated with that of a graduate 
programme. These revisions are meant to address this issue as well. 


M. Corwin noted that even with advising, there is nothing that guarantees that students must 
follow some courses at the advanced level. 


A. Capelluto responded that this was in fact impossible, as there would not be enough room at the 
200-level to service students who were looking for theatre electives. 


E. Mongerson noted that this structure was devised to ensure that the department has full 
enrolments in all its sections. It is presently in the position of having to grant many substitutions to 
its students. 


P. Cousineau again emphasized the need to establish a required level of proficiency prior to 
graduation, and her discomfort with the fact that no guarantees were provided in the proposed 
curriculum revisions. 


As there is no practical problem in ensuring that students achieve an advanced level of work prior 
to graduation, L. Hughes proposed that the following note be added to each Major and 
Specialization - “Students are required to follow 6 credits at the advanced level.” 


Though M. Corwin and P. Rist questioned the need to add this note to the Major, which in other 
programmes is left flexible, there was general agreement by Council that both the Major and the 
Specializations should include such a note. 


Another revision was requested by S. Panet-Raymond, concerning the reference to FFAR 250 on 
page 4. Inher opinion, as this rationale was not pedagogical it was inappropriate. A. Capelluto 
responded that it was not the intention of the department to be punitive; in fact there are pedagogical 
reasons behind requiring FFAR 250 in first year, as it provides a needed introduction to 
interdisciplinarity before students enter their second year of theatre studies. 


G. Gibbons mentioned another factor. In his view, the department need not be ashamed of its 
desire to see its students graduate - this is a core value that differentiates our programmes from 
several others. Many other institutions admit large numbers of students to support their 
programme financially, and graduate very few. The Concordia Theatre programme has a 


commitment to seeing that it accepts only as many students as it intends to graduate, and is 
devastated both economically and morally when they do not. This core value is very important in 
defining who the department is. 


S. Panet-Raymond noted that areas such as Design for the Theatre seemed to be suffering due to an 
underlying interest by students in areas such as Production. If Production causes 

underenrolments in other areas, is the structural change enough? Has the content also been 
addressed? 


In response, L. Hughes noted that this year there are no longer any enrolment problems in DFTT, 
thus, this is not necessarily a problem. 


As all students will now enter the Major, and have the option of transferring to a Specialization in 
second year, B. MacKenzie asked how this would affect the admissions procedures for the Major. 
E. Mongerson responded that the actual process itself would not change - the department will tailor 
the admissions process according to the student’s interests. 

A. Capelluto noted that the students have changed, and are now dictating their education. The 
notion of a conservatory style of education in one discipline is no longer valid. Our students want 
to take a variety of courses and have a more interdisciplinary approach to the medium. 


In closing, L. Hughes noted that the changes are a great improvement. The question was then 
called and CARRIED. 


8. Adjournment 


Prior to adjournment, G. Gibbons announced that the Centraide campaign had begun, and 
encouraged everyone to make a contribution. 
The meeting was then adjourned. 


Respectfully submitted, 


S. McLeod 
December 4, 1997 


